KARL F. DEAN
MAY R

METROPOLITAN GOVERNMEN E AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Metropolitan Historie Zoming Commission
Sunnyside in Sevier Park
30 Ciranmy White Pike
MNashville, Tennessee 37204
MEETING MINUTES Telephome: (613 BoZ-7970
November 18, 2009 Fax: (615) 862-7974

Present were Commissioners: Chairperson Ann Niele-chairperson Allen
Decuyper, Doug Berry, Ben Mosley, Phil Ponder, Brlabbs, Judy Turner

Staff: Tim Walker, director; Robin Zeigler, zoniagministrator, Sean Alexander,
Matthew Schutz, Fred Zahn, Metro Attorney Doug 8loa

Applicants: Richard Amend, John Haas, Terry RaseisKevin Smith, Michael Ward,
Mark West

Citizens: Burkley Allen, Nancy Chiltan, Jane Hardyen Teren, Axson West

With a quorum present, Chairperson Nielson caledneeting to order at 2:00 p.m.
|. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Vice-chairperson DeCuyper moved to approve the masfrom the October 28, 2009
meeting. Commissioner Tibbs seconded the motiwh tlee motion passed without

opposition.

Staff member, Sean Alexander, read aloud the psdoesppealing decisions made by
the MHZC, Chairperson Nielson then moved to therAige

1. NEW BUSINESS

110 Second Avenue North

Application: Signage

District: Second Avenue Historic Preservation District
Council District: 6

Staff member, Sean Alexander, presented the camé wias for installation of two signs
to the First Avenue elevation of 110 Second Aventiee signs will have painted text
and graphics on sheet aluminum. There will beentwseven inch (27”) tall by eighteen
foot (18’) wide, flush-mounted sign between thstfend second stories, and a three-foot
(3) tall and four-foot (4’) wide projecting sigrbave the basement entrance. Mr.
Alexander stated that the application met the degigdelines and that Staff
recommended approval.



Commissioners asked a few questions about theidocat the proposed signage.

Motion
Commissioner Tibbs moved to approvethe application. Commissioner DeCuyper
seconded the motion and it passed without opposition.

1708 Ashwood Avenue

Application: Rear addition, Reduced side setback

District: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation District
Council District: 18

Staff member, Robin Zeigler, presented the casa fear addition at 1708 Ashwood,
contributing house in the district. The additisrproposed to be a twenty-four foot by
twenty-four foot (24’ x 24’) addition connectedttee existing house by a six foot (6)
vestibule. The height of the addition will be twenine feet and six inches (29’ 67),
approximately six feet (6’) below the existing redime. Because of the sloping grade of
the lot, this one-story addition would have a walk-basement. The basement level was
designed to eventually serve as a two-car gardifp@ugh that will not be the immediate
use of the space. The foundation line of the amdivill match the foundation line of the
existing house and the stone material will alsocm#te existing stone foundation. The
siding of the main portion of the addition will painted brick to match the painted brick
of the existing house. The garage openings andaheecting vestibule will be covered
in hardi-panels and trim. The west side of theitamldwill include a shed roof bay with
stucco siding, similar to the existing bay on thsteside of the house. The gable roof
will be asphalt shingle and include eave bracketda to those on the existing house.
The windows and doors will be aluminum clad wood aratch the existing in design.

Staff explained that typically, rear additions whextend beyond the side wall of the
historic house are discouraged; however, a podidhe view of this wall will be
blocked by an existing stair and entry porch amdloh grade lowers dramatically from
front to back, which will also lessen the impactius addition.

Ms. Zeigler clarified that attached garages arealisaged for historic homes, except
where historic examples exist or when the attagfagdge is in the general location of an
historic garage. In this case, the proposed gasaigethe general location of historic
accessory buildings for this street, as seen od384-32 Sanborn maps. In addition,
this particular property had an accessory buildmtpis general location, oriented to the
alley.

In most cases, Ms. Zeigler stated, the design goakerequire that masonry not be
painted; although, when painting of brick has bapproved, the approved color has been
the original brick color. Since the existing hohse already been painted and painted
with the proposed color, staff found that paintihg new brick to match was appropriate.



The design of the addition mimics the design ofdkisting house in scale, architectural
details, rhythm of solids to voids, roof form andterials, and the six foot (6)
connecting vestibule helps the addition to read esntemporary addition.

The required rear setback for an R8 zone shoutd/esty feet (20’); however only ten
feet (10’) is planned, stated Ms. Zeigler. Staffammended approval of a reduction in
setback since the side of the property in questmmts an alley, providing for ample
space between this house and its neighbor, monettieaspace currently found between
the majority of houses on this block.

There was no discussion and no public comment.

Motion
Commissioner Ponder moved to approvethe application. Commissioner Berry
seconded the motion and it passed without opposition.

2807 Belmont Boulevard

Application: Addition

District: Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conservation District
Council District: 18

Staff member, Sean Alexander, presented the camé wias for modification and
enlargement of an existing two-story rear addiaod the construction of a new one-
story rear addition to an historic brick Foursquaoese. The added portions would be
clad with a smooth-faced cement-fiber lap siding] would have an asphalt shingle roof
and a parged C.M.U. foundation.

A new six hundred ninety seven (697) sq. ft. ganage also proposed. The materials
would match the proposed addition, and the streatill be one story tall and meet the
existing minimum setback requirements.

By setting in the second story walls of the additim both sides, stated Mr. Alexander,
the applicant has clearly differentiated the addifirom the historic structure, satisfying
sections 11.B.2.a. and 11.B.2.e of the design glinees.

Mr. Alexander explained that the lot is twice thanglard width of lots in the district
which allowed for the proposed type of side additid he side addition meets section
II.B.2.d because the original brick wall and thensy will be retained, and the front-
facing wall of this portion of the addition will bmaostly glass.

The materials of the proposed addition are comlgatifth the existing structure and
have been approved by the MHZC on similar additiartbe district, satisfying sections
[I.B.2.d. and I1.B.2.f of the design guidelines.



Staff recommends approval of the addition and gar&jaff finds that the addition to
meet 11.B.2 (New Construction and Additions) of B&mont-Hillsboro Neighborhood
Conservation District: Handbook and Design Guidelines (BHDG), taking into account
the existing rear addition and the dimensions doypkesof the lot. Staff finds the garage
to meet BHDG |.B.1.i. (Outbuildings).

Michael Ward, the architect for the project, expéal that the owners have been in the
home for seven years and wished to expand.

Commissioner Ponder asked if the proposed addimuid undermine the property’s
National Register status. Mr. Alexander replieat ihwould not.

Commissioner DeCuyper asked if demolition of thistaxg rear addition was a part of
the proposal and Mr. Alexander responded that & wa

Motion

Commissioner DeCuyper moved to approve the application, including demolition of
the current rear addition and construction of therear garage. Commissioner
Ponder seconded the motion and it passed without opposition.

1516 Ordway Place

Application: New Construction

District: Lockeland Springs-East End Neighbor hood Conservation District
Council District: 6

Mr. Schutz presented the case for a new, two-stoiyed-use structure, clad in brick and
metal, with a corner entrance.

Mr. Shutz stated that the overall massing and detéithe proposed structure at 1516
Ordway Place match the patterns established byirxiseighborhood commercial
structures within Lockeland Springs—East End asired by the Design Guidelines.
Staff recommended approval of the application wthihcondition that materials be
approved and the limestone material at the batieeduilding pilasters be replaced or
replicated such that the foundation material isscgignt (all stone or all brick). Mr.
Shutz explained that the applicant had agreedesetisonditions.

Staff explained the proposed design was comparesisting historic commercial
buildings in the district in terms of massing, otegion, and materials and found to be
compatible. The steel panels proposed have not dgeroved before but are consistent
with existing materials in terms of texture andocol

Richard Amend, the applicant and Mark West, archifer the project, provided the
Commissioners with samples of the proposed maseaiadl explained where they would
be used.



Staff clarified that the Core 10 steel materialiddanly be approved on a case-by-case
basis and should come before the commission r#étharbeing approved on the staff
level. Since the material is secondary, and matbistoric brick in terms of color and
texture, Staff found that it was acceptable fos farticular use on a commercial
building.

Mr. Amend addressed the Commission’s concerns dheudteel staining the walls and
sidewalk by describing a rain trough in the silctmtrol the runoff of the bleeding or
having other areas bleed into a vegetated area.

Commissioner Mosley described his concern for tieklpiers which look “taped up”
onto the facade and recommended that the briclapget in some way.

Commissioner Mosley asked what material was plafmethe inside of the rear open
areas. Mr. West said that they had not made aidecyet but that it would match the
color palate of the building and might be perfodateetal.

Mr. West explained that the steel sheets, set e @ rain screen system, will be no
wider than 3’ to 4’ and no taller than 5’ to 6’, tmatch the windows and be attached with
exposed or concealed fasteners.

Limestone on the piers will be addressed.

Motion

Commissioner Mosley made the motion to approve with the conceptual design with
the condition that material and construction details be approved at the staff level.
Commissioner Tibbs seconded the motion and there was a unanimous vote to

approve.

3501 Byron Avenue

Application: Demalition - Economic Har dship

District: Elmington Place Neighborhood Conservation District
Council District: 25

Staff member Matt Shutz provided background orptigect including the contributing
status of the school by reading from the Staff Reoendation the following
information.

Ransom School, located at 3501 Byron Avenue isn&ribmiting building to the
Elmington Place Neighborhood Conservation Distitoivas most recently
known as the Randall Learning Center but is culyesaicant. The building is a
27,000 square-foot structure on 1.99 acres of land.

The oldest part of the building was constructed948 as a county school and
named for John B. Ransom, a prominent Nashvillénegsman and a cousin of



Medicus Ransom, who served as the school’s firatimal. The school was
expanded in 1925 and became a part of the Nasl@ityeSchool system in 1929.
In 1932, a free-standing addition to the schoahig®yron Avenue was
constructed, which was designed by the noted NHslarchitectural firm
Warfield and Keeble. Additions to the school wesoaonstructed in 1951 and
1955, which connected the two buildings adding mmggsium and classrooms.

In 1957, the school became a part of Nashvillesedesgation story. Ransom
School was one of fifteen schools the City planttedesegregate and the school
that then Mayor Ben West’s son planned to attend.

In 1974 the school was closed and the building béigause as a Teachers
Learning Center. The Learning Center was movedrevalocation in 2007, and
the building has been vacant since. The schoobbas deemed eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Pla¢B4$RE) since 2002 and is also
identified as a historical resource in the GreeltsHilidtown Community Plan
which was adopted by the Metro Planning Commissimduly 28, 2005.
Advent Land purchased the property from the Metlitgoo Government on
March 18, 2008. In February of 2009, the applicaptesenting Advent Land,
applied to demolish the structure and made a @casecbnomic hardship but was
denied. The applicant applied again with additianfdrmation in October of
2009 but requested to be deferred a month in aodgrovide additional
information requested by staff.

Staff member Robin Zeigler read the Staff Recomragad essentially as had been
provided to the Commissioners. Changes presemn¢ealoded with underlines and
strikethroughs:

In the analysis of Economic Hardship staff consdehe viability of
rehabilitation of the existing units and not théuesof the post-demolition
development. Staff found that the post-developmé@ntmation provided by the
applicant did not have any bearing on the quesif@ctonomic hardship for the
existing buildings but acknowledges that this w#él useful and necessary
information to consider if economic hardship isriduand demolition approved.

Because of the Specific Plan District zoning, Ididential units are the only
potential use of the property. The owner has thigyto develop apartments,
condominium units, detached single-family homea oombination of the three;
however, the neighborhood has expressed opposatimental units. In keeping
the wishes of the neighborhood in mind, then condam units are the only
possible use of the existing buildings. With thosstraints, the owner has
considered three options: (option G) rehabilitattbione of the two buildings into
6 condominium units, demolishing the second andiraating 5 single-family
homes; (option O) rehabilitation of both buildiriggo 5 condominium units and
constructing 6 single-family homes; (option notdkgal) rehabilitation of both of



the existing buildings into11 condominium unitse¢SAttachment A for options
Oand G

In Attachment A, the applicant explains that opsi@and O are not feasible
since the different configurations would provide &ternatives that “would not
meet market expectations and be difficult to s@bth options are similar in that
they assume approximately half of the 11 possihlesswvill be single-family
homes.

The third scenario is to rehabilitate the complew iL1 condominium units. The
owner has determined that the total cost of rehatiig the 11 units would be
$5,358,999 and the completed value would be $51F82 resulting in a net loss
of $326,829. To illustrate how the costs were deteed, the applicant has
submitted a construction estimate based on a 3bedR.5-bathroom model with
standard finishes (Unit 1 or 2), the majority o fhroposed models. (See
Attachment C for Construction Estimate and Attachini2for Units 1 or 2 floor
plan.)

Taking into account that the cost per square fbéthe proposed estimate is $207,
staff finds that the developer has undervaluegtbgct. At the Commission’s
request, the applicant provided a broad view dfpgéte comparables from low-
to high-rise condominiums throughout Nashville.gein a more workable view
of this specific area, staff has narrowed the pofceomparables to three- and
two-bedroom condominium units, in mid-rise buildspgvithin 1.5 to 2 milea
mile of the property, that have sold recently (May 2@B8ober 2009). The
average value of those units is $214.47 per sqoateAt this cost per square ft.
sell price would equate to an approximate loss68t @00. Certainly the market
has varied greatly in the past few months; howethermost recent sale, just last
month, sold for $232.84 per square foot. The appliproposes to rehabilitate
24,31124,668square feet of the 27,000 available square fe&0%91.4% of

the existing building. To break even, the owneuldaeed to make $220.44
$217-26per square foot. A reconsideration of the consitvacost could mitigate
or even eliminate this loss.

Staff finds that the additional explanation ofedst five items would be helpful in
substantiating the current construction estimatierior layout, roofing, electrical,
framing and tuck pointing.

Interior layout: The potential units have been diesd by not working
with the existing layout and utilizing existing bdearing walls. For
example, a higher level of response to configutinigs based on the
existing space configurations might allow for & lofa unit(s) located in
the theater/gymnasium space (currently unit 6)taeduse of hallways as
living space, bathrooms or closets without removaagl bearing walls. In
addition, features such as original wainscotingndeiws and doors are
valued assets to buyers of historic propertiescamndd be reused. The



Metro Codes Department has a Rehabilitation Coremittat works with
owners of older properties to meet the intent efdbde but not
necessarily the letter of the code, allowing an @msome flexibility

in maintaining original features while still beisgde compliant.

Electrical (line item 32, $56,778): Based on thastouction of 1-440 the
applicant believes that they have rock two-fee} k2low grade and
electrical lines are required to be buried four-{dé below ground. The
electrical costs are high because of the assumadi ofea ground-mounted
transformer unit as opposed to multiple poles aetirto bury lines
underground but this may not be the only solutkor.instance, it may be
possible to bring in overhead lines and enter thigings at two different
locations in the rear with service running in crapaces thereby
eliminating long runs and the need to bury lingaffSecommends more
exploration of actual costs for the electrical restie.

Roofing (line item 20, $22,435): The applicant btaed that a full new
roof is necessary to warranty the constructionfzamlestimated it at
$22,435 (line item 20) per unit or $246,785 totiding recent roofing
estimates staff finds that a typical roof wouldtcagproximately, $93,000
($8,454 per unit) a total difference of $153,785.

Framing (line item 18): The estimate for framing#2,177. Again, staff
found that existing interior conditions were nagatively used which may
be a reason for the high framing costs. Using exjstonditions might
also lessen the concrete footing material costs.afplicant has stated
that their contractor expressed the need for n@trfgs not only to meet
code but also to provide support once interior {badring walls are
removed.

Tuck pointing (line item 23, $6,580): Staff woullld to see more
information on the estimated 20-40% of brick negdimbe tuck pointed.
Based on a recent site visit, staff evaluateddbaut 10% of the building
needs tuck pointing. Although it is likely a minoost, the design
guidelines do not allow for non water based seala# provided for in
this estimate, since they trap moisture insidebtiek and can cause old
brick to crack and spaul.

In addition, the applicant has a “self-createdds&ip due to the fact that the property
had the historic preservation overlay at the tirhpuschase and so the applicant should
not have assumed the buildings could be demolished.

Staff recommends disapproval and finds that théiegy has not made the case for the
project not being viable based under valuing paéénbndominium units and creating
their own hardship.



Several members of the public spoke in regardsa@pplication:

Burkley Allen, 3521 Byron Avenue. Ms. Allen statiét the conservation
district has been a valuable to tool for the Comsiois. She requested that the
Commission explain why the building is historicsgi#e modifications.

Kren Teren, 306 Elmington Avenue. Ms. Kren expaithat the when the
property was put up for auction, contact informatwas included to learn more
about what restrictions might have been on thedingl She stated that the
current owners did not do their due diligence ttedaine what could be done
with the building before purchasing the property.

Nancy Chiltan, 3506 Byron Avenue. Ms. Chiltan elaithat the amount of
alterations and the current dilapidated state iggnod for the neighborhood and
lowers property values. Ms. Chiltan believes, theged on other condominium
sales, that rehabilitation of this structure is feaisible.

Axson West, 3508 Byron Avenue. Mr. West told abduistand his family’s
memories of the school and the neighborhood. H&svior a development firm
and ran his own numbers for rehabilitation. Coasity the current economic
environment, he is concerned that the project nempime rental units even if
condominiums are planned. He prefers a developofesihgle-family units.

Jane Hardy, 208 Elmington Avenue. Ms. Hardy st#tatishe was a proponent
of the historic overlay and the SP zoning, and sugjpreservation of the
building. She explained that the requirement fesprving the building was in
place when the building was purchased and shouldenochanged now.

John Haas, applicant, began his presentation bipgthat in their due diligence, the
terms of the SP zoning stated that demolition cbelépproved if there was an economic
hardship, which is what they are attempting to destrate now.

Mr. Haas provided a ten page document. He expldimat the first page was additional
comps from January 1, 2009 and included buildihgs were three-stories or less, in the
zip codes of 37204, 37204, 37212, and construatedden 2005-2010. These comps
resulted in an average per square foot value of 3@ number they used in their
analysis. However, stated Mr. Haas, staff provideaps that were said to be within a
one mile radius when in truth they were within @ twile radius. In addition, one of the
comps provided by staff is not a condominium btdgvan house.

Mr. Haas pointed out that staff used a list-prather than a sales price in their analysis
of value per square foot, as highlighted on pagedfihis submitted document. In
addition, he claims that units for the analysisemgicked for subjective reasons. He said
that they [the applicants] had provided an objegtrather than subjective, sales price per
square foot and that number equated to a valu@@ $er square foot.



Mr. Haas brought the Commission’s attention tohighest priced unit shown in Staff's
analysis which was the Whitney located in GreemsHiHe pointed out that it is the
furthest unit from their property and the sales@fivas $358 a square foot. He instructed
the Commission to consider the median rather tharaverage since this sale, which is
one- and one-half times the average, tilts the rmimbMr. Haas directed the

Commission to the fourth sheet in his submittaliclvhis a map showing the location of
comps.

Mr. Haas stated that, if Staff's analysis of $2&4 gquare foot was correct, the total loss
would be $145,233 as illustrated on the seventle paghe document he submitted.

Mr. Haas explained that some costs were omitteu fiee original submission but were
now provided on page 8 of his submittal and inctlthe interest to carry the loan,
closing fees, and sales commissions, resultingassof $676,773.

There were five items that required additionali@ilzation, as documented in the Staff
Recommendation, and Mr. Haas offered to have peopkent information for
clarification or he stated that they could be adsled in the Commission’s questions and
answers. He directed the Commission to the writtest estimate for the roof on th8 9
page of his document. He stated that the thougtit Shumbers might have been for
materials only and not labor but the submittedhestie included labor.

Commissioner Berry asked if they were proposindgmolish the entire building or just
a portion. Mr. Hass replied that their proposdbisave the oldest portion which equates
to about 2500 square feet.

Commissioner Berry requested a clarification ofrifig of condominium units and
condominiums. Mr. Haas explained that mixing tlie tvas not feasible because of
requirements of zoning and might not even be aghiavby the Planning Commission.
In addition, the plans they had submitted wouldadige the single-family units because
of the configuration and access.

Commissioner Mosley said that they could find sepeople to tell them seven different
things. He explained that with his experienceasign and rehabilitation of older
buildings and having walked through the building,félt that the project could be
accomplished in a manner that would result in fecéht bottom line.

Commissioner DeCuyper believed that the entiredingl was not being used in a
creative manner that considered the reuse of egistiaterials and architectural elements
that would keep the cost down and add value. ltetkat it was difficult to value a
property on a price per square foot because yosalliag something based on a pound
and houses in that area are not sold by the pounbiytthe fit and finish and how it
integrates into the neighborhood. You cannot sinigdk at a loft in Parthenon or Green
Hills because they do not know the fit and finistésch determine value. As example,
he discussed a recent sale of a near-condemnetingudn Gillespie that sold for half a
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million dollars. It brought that much, explainedr@missioner De Cuyper, because of
the history of the building and its architecturineents.

Chairperson Nielson asked Commissioner DeCuypaddoess the public’s question as
to why the building is considered historic. Comsieser DeCuyper explained that the
majority of fabric is still there and that there ather buildings which have less historic
fabric and yet still meet the criteria for signéitce.

Commissioner Tibbs stated that he wished he hdtisStebuttal to the numbers
provided by the applicant. He asked Staff if thias their first time to see the
information provided by the applicants during theeting. Ms. Zeigler said it was but
that some of the information had been discusseti@phone the night before.
Commissioner Tibbs said the building’s charactefaisiable and that its history is rich.

Mr. Haas explained that there was no rebuttal rebéen Staff as in his analysis they
had accepted Staff's evaluation of value and the mmmber Staff had not seen was the
cost to carry the loan.

Commissioner Ponder stated the condition of th&limg was poor and asked
Commissioner DeCuyper if he believed the buildingld be a single-family home that
could bring large dollars. Commissioner DeCuypegri@ned that the complex was too
large for one single-family residence but thatghape of the building would work well
for several.

Commissioner Turner asked if there was any potemsia other than residential and
Chairperson Nielson explained that the zoning atilywed for residential.

Commissioner Berry asked if the self-created hapdsfas a legal consideration or just a
factor to be considered. Mr. Sloan advised thatcthsts the owners paid for the property
is a consideration but what weight to give that wag$o the commission.

Commissioner Ponder stated that if nothing happemgroperty will get worse.
Commissioners Mosley and De Cuyper explained fithey made a decision based on
that criteria alone, that would encourage land g@thistoric properties during bad
economic times with the purpose of demolishing tleemeglecting historic properties
until demolition was the only option.

Mr. Haas explained that their intent was to buildome market protection by
constructing a range of units and that they had 9686 of the structure. He stated that
they were handcuffed by the zoning code proposetid¥Zouncil and the neighborhood
that only allows for residential. His clients hamgested $100,000 to prove with
numbers, floor plans and estimates that the nundzerseot work. Commissioner De
Cuyper stated that they knew the restrictions wthel purchased the property.
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Mr. Sloan said that the zoning code defines thiediht issues the Commission should
consider. He advised that they look at the mar&kte, not necessarily what was paid
for the property.

Commissioner Berry asked about the proposed stoediguration. Mr. Haas explained
that almost one-quarter of the property was unesbétause the building was sets back
so far; however, if they saved the oldest parhefliuilding, the street alignment would
meet the open space requirements as well as all otimditions in the SP zoning.

Commissioner Ponder asked if the buildings coultbbe down and the property
subdivided into smaller lots. Chairperson Nielsod Mr. Sloan explained that
subdivision of the property would need to be rewéwy the Planning Commission. Mr.
Haas further clarified by stating that no matteoviie owners were, new construction
would still need to be approved by the Commission.

Commissioner Tibbs requested a definition of ecandrardship. Ms. Zeigler explained
that the Supreme Court had identified it as takdlhgeasonable use or return of the
property. Mr. Sloan advised that the Metro Codmntdies what factors can be
considered and that the Commission should looK &Giors.

Commissioner Mosley requested the total estimateelstment considering all cost. Mr.
Haas stated that it was approximately 5.8 milliotiads. He clarified that it was their
intent to preserve a portion of the building. Coissioner Berry asked if that could be a
condition of the demolition and Mr. Sloan repliéet it could.

Commissioner Berry moved and Commissioner Pondmmsked to approve economic
hardship with the condition that a portion of theléhng be preserved as shown in the
application and material be reused to the greatdsht possible on the basis that the
applicant has met the conditions of section 17 2M.4ubsection D, 1 and 3 of the zoning
code.

There was a brief discussion and clarificationhaf inotion. The motion failed with only
two votes in favor.

Motion

Commissioner Mosley moved to disapprove the application and Commissioner
DeCuyper seconded. Motion passed with six in favor and two dissenting votes.
IV.OTHER BUSINESS

Ms. Zeigler asked that the approval of a revised|éR of Order and Procedure” be
removed from the agenda as there is additionainmédtion that should be added and
Staff would rather bring it the Commission as a ptate document.

Ms. Zeigler noted that the Commission had receavést of Preservation Permits which
had been issued by MHZC staff in the preceding mont
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Commissioner DeCuyper moved to adjourn the meeting; the M otion was seconded
by Commissioner Turner. It passed unanimously.

Metropolitan Historical Commission does not disdniate on the basis of age, race, sex, color, ration
origin, religion, or disability in admission to,@&ss to, or operations of its programs, serviaeactivities.
The commission does not discriminate in its himmggemployment practices. The following person has
been designated to handle questions, concerns lamsp requests for accommodation, or requests for
additional information regarding the Americans witisabilities Act: Yvonne Ogren, 3000 Granny White
Pike, Nashville, TN 37204 phone: (615) 862-793Q; {615) 862-7974. The following person has been
designated as the Metropolitan Government Titl&€dbrdinator to handle questions, concerns,
complaints, or requests for additional informatiegarding Title VI of The Civil Rights Act: Shirlegims-
Saldana, Metro Human Relations Commission, 80@8tévenue, South, 4th Floor; Nashville,

TN 37210, phone: (615) 880-3391. Inquiries conicgrmon-discrimination policies other than ADA and
Title VI compliance should be forwarded to: Metrarklan Relations Commission, 800 Second Avenue,
South, 4th Floor; Nashville, TN 37210, phone: (6880-3391.
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